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— Held, that courts of law are inadequate to protect rights of stockholders 
and creditors, and equity will take jurisdiction of a suit involving such rights. 

Evidence — Judicial Notice — Matters of Common Knowledge. — Auten 
v. Board of Directors of Special School Dist. of Little Rock, 104 S. W. 
130 (Ark.). — Held, that the court will take judicial notice, as a matter of 
common knowledge, that a great majority of medical writers and practitioners 
advocate vaccination as an efficient means of preventing smallpox. 

Courts are not limited in their researches to legal literature, but may con- 
sult works on collateral sciences or arts, touching the topic on trial. 
Wharton's Ev., section 282, but judicial notice will not be taken of facts 
stated in encyclopedias, dictionaries, or other publications unless they are of 
such universal notoriety and so generally understood that they may be 
regarded as forming part of the common knowledge of every person. 
Kavlotype Engraving Co. v. Hoke, 30 Fed. 444. Common belief, in order to 
become common knowledge, as to be judicially noticed by the State courts, 
must be common in the State, although in a matter pertaining to science it 
may be strengthened somewhat by the general acceptance of mankind. King 
v. Gallun, 109 U. S. 99; Waller v. State, 38 Ark. 656. Courts will extend the 
scope of judicial knowledge so as to keep proper pace with the rapid advance 
of art, science and general knowledge, but this extension must be confined 
to matters of a general and public nature, Georgia Pacific R. R. Co. v. Gaines, 
88 Ala. 377; IViggin's Ferry Co. v. Chicago & Alton R. R. Co., 5 Mo. App. 
347, and should be exercised with caution as judicial minds differ as to what 
should be "generally known." Brown v. Piper, 91 U. S. 37 ; Miller v. Texas, 
etc., R. R. Co., 83 Tex. 518. Judicial notice will not be taken of scientific 
facts concerning which men eminent in the particular branch of learning 
widely differ. The St. Louis Gas Light Co. v. The American Fire Ins. Co. 
of Phil., 33 Mo. App. 348. 

Highways — Establishment — Adverse Use. — Riverside Tp. v. Penn- 
sylvania R. Co., 66 Atl. 433 (N. J.). — Held, that mere adverse user of the 
locus quo, acquiesced in for twenty years, will conclusively show abandon- 
ment to the public. 

Dedication as a common law method of creating public easements, People 
v. Dreher, 101 Cal. 271 ; Cincinnati v. White, 6 Peters 427, differs from title 
by prescription, in that no grant is presumed, Beatty v. Kurtz, 2 Pet. (U. S.) 
566; Stevens v. Nashua, 46 N. H. 192, and when it rests on mere user, which 
must be adverse, exclusive, continous and with owner's knowledge and acqui- 
escence, Kennedy v. Cumberland, 65 Md. 514; Nelson v. Madison, 17 Fed. Cas. 
10, no, the question as to length of time such user is necessary to establish 
dedication is in hopeless conflict. And although some courts would let each 
particular case be decided acording to its own circumstances, Irwin v. Dixon, 
Q Howard (U. S.) 10; Wood v. Hurd, 34 N. J. L. 91, the better and more 
supported doctrine appears to be that such user must exist for such length of 
time that the public accommodation and private rights might be materially 
affected by interruption, Noyes v. Ward, 19 Conn. 250; People v. I ones, 6 
Mich. 176; in majority of cases, such period being either the regular pre- 
scription period, usually twenty years, Hayes v. Honke, 45 Kan. 466; State v. 
Savannah, 26 Ga. 665, or the period prescribed by statutes as bar to real 
actions, Weiss v. South Bethlehem Borough, 136 Pa. St. 294. 



